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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is responsive to the amendment filed 7 December 2006. 

2. Claims 1-31 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 13, 18, 29, 30 and 31 are 
independent. In the Amendment filed 7 December 2006, claims 1-5, 7-12 and 15-31 
have been amended. This Action is made Final. 

3. The rejections of Claims 1-6, 12-16, 18-19, 26 and 29-31 as being anticipated by 
US PGPub 2005/0160108 to Charlet et al; Claims 7-8, 10 and 20 as being unpatentable 
over US PGPub 2005/0160108 to Charlet et al in view of US Patent No 6,658,429 to 
Dorsett, Jr.; Claims 11 and 21-23 as being unpatentable over US PGPub 2005/0160108 
to Charlet et al in view of US PGPub 2004/0039964 to Russell et al; Claims 9, 17, 24, 
25, 27 and 28 as being unpatentable over US PGPub 2005/0160108 to Charlet et al in 
view of US Patent No 6,125,391 to Meltzer et al have been maintained. Rejections 
using the respective arts have been added to reject the limitations added to the 
amended claims. 

Drawings 

4. The objections to the drawings (Fig. 10) have been withdrawn as necessitated by 
amendment. 

Claim Objections 

5. The objections to claims 2-5, 7-12, 15-17 and 19-28 have been withdrawn as 
necessitated by amendment. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

6. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

7. The rejections of claims 1-12 and 31 under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter have been withdrawn as 
necessitated by amendment. 

8. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Regarding claim 29, the claim is directed towards a computer implemented 
signal transmitted between two or more computers. A signal is considered to be 
nonstatutory subject matter because it does not fall into any of statutory categories of 
invention. 

According to MPEP 2106: 

There is always some form of physical transformation within a computer because a 
computer acts on signals and transforms them during its operation and changes the state 
of its components during the execution of a process. Even though such a physical 
transformation occurs within a computer, such activity is not determinative of whether 
the process is statutory because such transformation alone does not distinguish a statutory 
computer process from a nonstatutory computer process. What is determinative is not 
how the computer performs the process, but what the computer does to achieve a 
practical application. See Arrhythmia, 958 F.2d at 1057, 22 USPQ2d at 1036. 



To allow for compact prosecution, the examiner will apply prior art to these 
claims as best understood, with the assumption that applicant will amend to overcome 
the stated 101 rejections. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

10. Claims 1-6, 12-16, 18-19, 26 and 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by US PGPub 2005/0160108 to Charlet et al (hereafter Charlet). 

Referring to claim 1, Charlet discloses a system [system 400] that maps a first 
construct [XML document 202] of a domain [markup language] to a second construct 
[hierarchical database 204] ([0061]) of another domain [relational] comprising a 
computer-readable storage medium, comprising the following computer executable 
components (see [0035]-[0037]): 

a bank [database schema 304] that stores at least one of a set of suppress field 
labels and a set of introduce field labels [the element names 308 that match the 
database field names 306] (see [0057]); and 

a mapping component [mapping module 206] that utilizes at least one of a 
suppress field label and an introduce field label to facilitate mapping (see [0062], lines 
1-3 and [0071] - mapping module 206 - uses XML schema 302 and database schema 
304) the first construct [XML document 202] to the second construct [hierarchical 
database 204]. 
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Referring to claim 2, Charlet discloses the system of claim 1 , wherein the first 
construct is a named [XML element name] or an anonymous construct and the second 
construct is a named [database field name] or an anonymous construct, and the 
mapping comprises one of transforming the first named construct to the second named 
construct (see [0057] and [0071] - each XML element name is matched to a database 
field name); the first named construct to the second anonymous construct; the first 
anonymous construct to the second named construct; and the first anonymous 
construct to the second anonymous construct. 

Referring to claim 3, Charlet discloses the system of claim 1 , wherein the first 
construct is one of a markup language construct [XML document 202], an object 
oriented language construct, a relational construct and a user interface construct, and 
the second construct is one of a markup language construct, an object oriented 
language construct, a relational construct [hierarchical database 204] and a user 
interface construct (see [0061], lines 1-3). 

Referring to claim 4, Charlet discloses the system of claim 3, wherein the 
markup language construct is one of an XML [XML document 202] (see [0061], lines 1- 
3) and a CLR construct, the object oriented language construct is one of a C++, a C#, a 
Java and a Visual Basic construct, and the relational construct is a SQL construct (see 
[0067], lines 3-1 1 - the input [first construct] can be a SQL query). 

Referring to claim 5, Charlet discloses the system of claim 1 , wherein the 
mapping is isomorphic (see [0064], lines 3-6 and [0073], lines 8-1 1 - according to page 
9, line 1 1 of applicants' specification, an isomorphic mapping is a 1:1 mapping). 
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Referring to claim 6, Charlet discloses the system of claim 1 , further comprising 
a mapping file that provides one or more of a default mapping, a user customized 
mapping, and a mediating schema [XML schema 302 and database schema 304] that 
facilitates mapping the first construct [XML document 202] to the second construct 
[hierarchical database 204] (see [0061] and [0062], lines 1-3). 

Referring to claim 12, Charlet discloses the system of claim 1 , wherein the 
mapping component performs at least one of the following: serializes an instance of the 
first construct to the second construct; deserializes an instance of the first construct to 
the second construct; persists the first construct to the second construct; restores the 
first construct from the second construct; publishes the first construct [XML document] 
in the second construct [hierarchical database] (see [0049] - the data from the XML 
document is passed to the hierarchical database and inserted); shreds the first 
construct from the second construct; and binds the first construct to the second 
construct. 

Referring to claim 13, Charlet discloses a method that transforms constructs 
between domains [markup language domain to relational domain], comprising: 

receiving a construct [XML document 202] (see [0065], lines 1-7); 

obtaining a mapping [metadata schema 208] associated with the construct [XML 
document 202] (see [0070]-[0071]); and 

employing the mapping to transform the construct [XML document] from a first 
domain [markup - an XML document is written in a markup language] to a second 
domain [relational] (see [0072], lines 1-8). 
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Referring to claim 14, Charlet discloses the method of claim 13, further 
comprising transforming one of a named construct [XML element name] to a different 
named construct [database field name] (see [0057] and [0071] - each XML element 
name is matched to a database field name); a named construct to an anonymous 
construct; an anonymous construct to a different anonymous construct, and an 
anonymous construct to a named construct. 

Referring to ciaim 15, Charlet discloses the method of claim 13, wherein the 
transformation is lossless (see [0064], lines 3-6 and [0073],. lines 8-1 1 - according to 
page 9, line 1 1 of applicants' specification, a lossless transformation is a 1 :1 mapping). 

Referring to claim 16, Charlet discloses the method of claim 13, wherein the 
mapping comprises one or more of a suppress field label, an introduce field label, a 
default mapping, a user customized mapping, and a mediating schema [XML schema 
302 and database schema 304] (see [0061] and [0062], lines 1-3). 

Referring to claim 18, Charlet discloses a method that transforms constructs 
between domains [markup language domain to relational domain], comprising: 

providing a construct [XML document 202] to transform (see [0065], lines 1 -7); 

retrieving a mapping [metadata schema 208] that facilitates construct 
transformation (see [0070]-[0071]); and 

utilizing the mapping to transform the construct (see [0072], lines 1-8 - 
transforming XML document 202 to hierarchical database 204). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/809,1 71 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2167 

Referring to claim 19, Charlet discloses the method of claim 18, wherein the 
mapping comprises at least one of a suppress field label, an introduce field label, a 
default mapping, a user customized mapping, and a mediating schema. 

Referring to claim 26, Charlet discloses the method of claim 18, wherein the 
transformation comprises publishing a markup construct in a relational construct (see 
[0049] - the data from the XML document is passed to the hierarchical database and 
inserted). 

Referring to claim 29, Charlet discloses a computer implemented signal 
transmitted between two or more computer components (see [0039]) that facilitates 
transforming constructs between domains [markup language domain to the relational 
domain], comprising the following components: 

at least one of a set of suppress field labels, a set of introduce field labels [the 
element names 308 that match the database field names 306] (see [0057]) and a 
mediating schema that is utilized to transform a first construct [XML document 202] to a 
second construct [hierarchical database 204] (see [0061] and [0062], lines 1-3); and 

a component [mapping module 206] that utilizes a mapping to transform the first 
construct [XML document 202] to the second construct [hierarchical database 204] (see 
[0062, lines 1-3 and [0071]). 

Referring to claim 30, Charlet discloses a computer readable medium storing 
computer executable components (see [0039]) to facilitate transforming constructs 
between domains [markup language domain to relational domain], comprising: 
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a component that receives a construct [XML document 202] to transform (see 
[0065], lines 1-7); 

a component that provides a mapping [metadata schema 208] that facilitates 
construct [XML document 202] transformation (see [0070]-[0071]); and 

a component that utilizes the mapping to transform the construct [XML document 
202] to a different domain space [going from an XML document, which is considered to 
represent the markup domain to a hierarchical database, which is considered to 
represent a relational domain] (see [0072], lines 1-8). 

Referring to claim 31, Charlet discloses a construct transformation system 
between domains [markup language domain and relational domain] comprising a 
computer-readable storage medium (see [0039]), comprising: 

computer-executable means [database schema 304] for determining a mapping 
between constructs (see [0057]); and 

computer-executable means [mapping module 206] for employing the mapping to 
transform a first construct [XML document 202] to a second construct [hierarchical 
database 204] (see [0062], lines 1-3 and [0071]). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

11. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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12. Claims 7-8, 10 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US PGPub 2005/0160108 to Charlet et al as applied 
respectively to claims 6 and 19 above, and further in view of US Patent No 
6,658,429 to Dorsett, Jr. (hereafter Dorsett). 

Referring to claim 7, Charlet discloses the feature of mapping. However, 
Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of a user customized mapping. 
Dorsett disclose a system for mapping XML data to object data, including the further 
limitation of wherein the user customized mapping (see column 17, line 54- column 18, 
line 6) defines a construct structure to suppress and introduce labels (see column 18, 
lines 7-17) in order to increase the amount of input and customization that the developer 
has with transforming the data. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the user customized ability disclosed by Dorsett's system 
as a substitute to the machine generated mapping of Charlet. One would have 
motivated to do so in order to increase the amount of input and customization that the 
developer has with transforming the data. 

Referring to claim 8, Charlet discloses the feature of mapping. However, 
Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of a user customized mapping. 
Dorsett disclose a system for mapping XML data to object data, including the further 
limitation of wherein the user customized mapping comprises at least one of an 
annotating type (see column 18, lines 7-17) and an annotating schema in order to 
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increase the amount of input and customization that the developer has with 
transforming the data. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the user customized ability disclosed by Dorsett's system 
as a substitute to the machine generated mapping of Charlet. One would have 
motivated to do so in order to increase the amount of input and customization that the 
developer has with transforming the data. 

Referring to claim 10, Charlet discloses the feature of mapping with a mediating 
schema. However, Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of a using the 
schema to transform the constructs to an intermediate representation. Dorsett disclose 
a system for mapping XML data to object data, including the further limitation of wherein 
the mediating schema transforms constructs to an intermediate representation at least 
one of before, during and after transforming the first construct (see column 1 1 , lines 1 7- 
20) in order to increase the efficiency and accuracy of mapping XML data to object data. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature of an intermediate structure as disclosed by 
Dorsett's system with Charlet's system. One would have motivated to do so in order to 
increase the efficiency and accuracy of mapping XML data to object data. 

Referring to claim 20, Charlet discloses the feature of mapping with a mediating 
schema. However, Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of a using the 
schema to transform the constructs to an intermediate representation. Dorsett disclose 
a system for mapping XML data to object data, including the further limitation of wherein 
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the mediating schema transforms constructs to an intermediate representation at least 
one of before, during and after transforming the first construct (see column 1 1 , lines 1 7- 
20) in order to increase the efficiency and accuracy of mapping XML data to object data. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature of an intermediate structure as disclosed by 
Dorsett's system with Charlet's method. One would have motivated to do so in order to 
increase the efficiency and accuracy of mapping XML data to object data. 

13. Claims 11 and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US PGPub 2005/0160108 to Charlet et al as applied 
respectively to claims 1 and 18 above, and further in view of US PGPub 
2004/0039964 to Russell et al (hereafter Russell et al). 

Referring to claim 11, Charlet discloses a first construct and a second 
construct. However, Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of complex 
or simple constructs. Russell et al disclose type mapping data between heterogeneous 
formats (see abstract), including the further limitation of wherein the first construct is a 
complex or a simple construct and the second construct is a complex or a simple 
construct (see [0035], lines 6-13 - complex constructs) in order to increase the 
efficiency and accuracy of mapping XML complex objects. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature of complex structures as disclosed by Russell 
et al with Charlet's system. One would have motivated to do so in order to increase the 
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efficiency and accuracy of mapping XML complex objects (Russell et al: see [0005], 
lines 13-20). 

Referring to claim 21 , Charlet discloses a first construct and a second 
construct. However, Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of complex 
or simple constructs. Russell et al disclose type mapping data between heterogeneous 
formats (see abstract), including the further limitation wherein the received construct is a 
complex or a simple construct and the transformed construct is a complex or a simple 
construct (see [0035], lines 6-13 - complex constructs) in order to increase the 
efficiency and accuracy of mapping XML complex objects. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature of complex structures as disclosed by Russell 
et al with Charlet's method. One would have motivated to do so in order to increase the 
efficiency and accuracy of mapping XML complex objects (Russell et al: see [0005], 
lines 13-20). 

Referring to claim 22, Charlet discloses transforming constructs. However, 
Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein the transformation 
comprises serializing a markup construct to an object construct. Russell et al disclose 
type mapping data between heterogeneous formats (see abstract), including the further 
limitation wherein the transformation comprises serializing a markup construct [XML] to 
an object construct [JavaBean] (see [0061], lines 1-4) so in order to increase the 
efficiency of transforming XML into objects. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature of a markup construct and an object construct 
as disclosed by Russell et al with Charlet's method for transforming constructs. One 
would have motivated to do so in order to increase the efficiency of transforming XML 
into objects. 

Referring to claim 23, Charlet discloses transforming constructs. However, 
Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein the transformation 
comprises deserializing an object construct to a markup construct. Russell et al 
disclose type mapping data between heterogeneous formats (see abstract), including 
the further limitation wherein the transformation comprises deserializing an object 
construct [JavaBean] to a markup construct [XML] (see [0090], lines 10-15) in order to 
increase the efficiency of transforming XML into objects. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature of a markup construct and an object construct 
as disclosed by Russell et al with Charlefs method for transforming constructs. One 
would have motivated to do so in order to increase the efficiency of transforming XML 
into objects. 
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14. Claims 9, 17, 24, 25, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US PGPub 2005/0160108 to Charlet et al as applied 
respectively to claims 6, 13 and 18 above, and further in view of US Patent No 
6,125,391 to Meltzer et al (hereafter Meltzer et al). 

Referring to claim 9, Charlet discloses transforming constructs. However, 
Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein the default mapping is 
based on one or more of a heuristic, an inference, a probability and machine learning. 
Meltzer et al disclose transforming constructs (see column 30, lines 13-21), including 
the further limitation wherein the default mapping is based on one or more of a heuristic, 
an inference, a probability and machine learning (see column 27, lines 4-8) in order to 
increase the efficiency of transforming constructs. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature for using a default mapping to transform 
constructs as disclosed by Meltzer et al with Charlet's system for transforming 
constructs. One would have motivated to do so in order to increase the efficiency of 
transforming constructs. 

Referring to claim 17, Charlet discloses transforming constructs. However, 
Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein the mapping is based on 
one or more of a heuristic, an inference, a probability and machine learning. Meltzer et 
al disclose transforming constructs (see column 30, lines 13-21), including the further 
limitation wherein the mapping is based on one or more of a heuristic, an inference, a 
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probability and machine learning (see column 27, lines 4-8) in order to increase the 
efficiency of transforming constructs. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature for using a default mapping to transform 
constructs as disclosed by Meltzer et al with Charlet's method for transforming 
constructs. One would have motivated to do so in order to increase the efficiency of 
transforming constructs. 

Referring to claim 24, Charlet discloses transforming constructs. However, 
Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein the transformation 
comprises persisting an object construct to a relational construct. Meltzer et al disclose 
transforming constructs (see column 30, lines 13-21 ), including the further limitation 
wherein the transformation comprises persisting an object construct to a relational 
construct (see column 33, lines 9-12) in order to increase the efficiency of transforming 
objects into relations. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature of a relational construct and an object 
construct as disclosed by Russell et al with Charlet's method for transforming 
constructs. One would have motivated to do so in order to increase the efficiency of 
transforming objects into relations. 

Referring to claim 25, Charlet discloses transforming constructs. However, 
Charlet et al fail to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein the transformation 
comprises restoring an object construct from a relational construct. Meltzer et al 
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disclose transforming constructs (see column 30, lines 13-21), including the further 
limitation wherein the transformation comprises restoring an object construct from a 
relational construct (see column 33, lines 9-12) in order to increase the efficiency of 
transforming objects into relations. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature of a relational construct and an object 
construct as disclosed by Russell et al with Charlet's method for transforming 
constructs. One would have motivated to do so in order to increase the efficiency of 
transforming objects into relations. 

Referring to claim 27, Charlet discloses transforming constructs. However, 
Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein the transformation 
comprises shredding a relational construct to markup construct. Meltzer et al disclose 
transforming constructs (see column 30, lines 13-21), including the further limitation 
wherein the transformation comprises shredding a relational construct to markup 
construct (see column 33, lines 9-12) in order to increase the efficiency of transforming 
relations into markup. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature of a relational construct and a markup 
construct as disclosed by Russell et al with Charlet's method for transforming 
constructs. One would have motivated to do so in order to increase the efficiency of 
transforming relations into markup. 
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Referring to claim 28, Charlet discloses transforming constructs. However, 
Charlet fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein the transformation 
comprises binding the received construct to a user interface, the received construct is 
one of an object construct, a markup construct, a relational construct and a disparate 
user interface construct. Meltzer et al disclose transforming constructs (see column 30, 
lines 13-21), including the further limitation wherein the transformation comprises 
binding the received construct to a user interface, the received construct is one of an 
object construct, a markup construct, a relational construct and a disparate user 
interface construct (see column 7, line 61 - column 8, line 1 - binding two user 
interfaces) in order to increase the efficiency of transforming constructs.. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the feature binding constructs as disclosed by Russell et 
al with Charlet's method for transforming constructs. One would have motivated to do 
so in order to increase the efficiency of transforming constructs. 
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Response to Arguments 

1 5. Applicant's arguments filed 7 December 2006 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

16. In regards to applicants' arguments on pages 8-9 referring to the 35 U.S.C. 101 
rejections of claims 1-12, 29 and 31 , the applicant argues that the amendments of the 
claims overcome the 35 U.S.C. 101 rejections. However, the amendment to claim 29 
fails to overcome the rejection since a computer-implemented signal is not considered 
to represent statutory subject matter. 

17. In regards to applicants' arguments on page 9-10 referring to the prior art 
rejections of claims 1-6, 12-16, 18-19, 26 and 29-31 , the applicants state: The claimed 
subject matter relates to a system and method that transforms constructs of different 
type-systems, from one domain to another domain. This enables various components 
in different domains to seamlessly share tasks or encapsulated business oriented 
information, as per the needs of the specific domain application. To that end, claim 1 
recites "A system that maps a first construct of a domain to a second construct of 
another domain." (claims 13, 18, 29, 30 and 31 recite similar features). Charlet et al 
fails to disclose such claimed aspects. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees that Charlet fails to disclose the claimed 
aspects of the amended claim. As cited above Charlet discloses a system [system 400] 
that maps a first construct [XML document 202] of a domain [markup language] to a 
second construct [hierarchical database 204] ([0061]) of another domain [relational]. 
The XML document 202 and the hierarchical database 204 are considered to represent 



Application/Control Number: 10/809,171 Page 21 

Art Unit: 2167 

constructs. According to the applicants' specification, an example of a construct is 
structured data (see page 8, lines 6-7). Since both XML documents and hierarchical 
databases represent structured data, Charlet is considered to teach the limitation of a 
first construct and a second construct. Also, the XML document 202 is written in the 
markup language XML and hierarchical database is considered to be relational. 
According to applicants 1 abstract, examples of domains are object, markup, relational 
and user interface (see abstract, lines 1-3). Therefore, the XML document 202 is 
considered to represent a first construct of a markup domain and the hierarchical 
database is considered to be a second construct of the relational domain, which is 
different than the markup domain. 

Furthermore, in response to applicant's arguments, the recitation of "maps a first 
construct of a domain to a second construct of another domain" has not been given 
patentable weight because the recitation occurs in the preamble. The claim limitations 
only recite mapping the first construct to the second construct. A preamble is generally 
not accorded any patentable weight where it merely recites the purpose of a process or 
the intended use of a structure, and where the body of the claim does not depend on 
the preamble for completeness but, instead, the process steps or structural limitations 
are able to stand alone. See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 USPQ 15 (CCPA 1976) and 
Kropa v. Robie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 (CCPA 1951). 
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The applicant continues to argue the following: The examiner erroneously 
asserts that Charlet et al substantially teaches "a system that maps a first construct of a 
domain to a second construct of another domain" on page 6, of the Office Action dated 
September 20, 2006. The cited reference provides for the transfer of raw data, from an 
XML document classified under field names to a hierarchical database. In contrast, the 
claimed subject matter deals with a construct, which is an executable part of a program 
module or a set of declared instructions, classified under elements. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. Before claim 1 was amended, the claim 
recited a system that maps a first construct to a second construct. Therefore, the 
examiner did not assert that Charlet teaches "a system that maps a first construct of a 
domain to a second construct of another domain" on page 6, of the Office Action dated 
September 20, 2006. Also Charlet teaches mapping XML element names 308 to 
database field names 306, which is considered to represent modifying the names. 
According to page 3, lines 21-23 of Applicants' specification, introduced field labels can 
be utilized during the mapping process to modify existing names. Furthermore, it is not 
found in the specification where a construct is explicitly defined as "a construct, which is 
an executable part of a program module or a set of declared instructions, classified 
under elements." However, in lines 6-7 of page 8 of the applicants' specification, 
structured data is given as an example of a construct. 
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18. In regards to applicants' arguments on page 10 referring to the prior art rejections 
of claim 29, the applicants state: Claim 29 recites "A computer implemented signal 
transmitted between two or more computer components that facilitates transforming 
constructs, comprising: "at least one of a set of suppress field labels, a set of introduce 
field labels and a mediating schema that is utilized to transform a first construct to the 
second construct." Charlet et al fails to disclose, teach, or suggest such claimed 
aspects. Again, as stated supra, Charlet et al is related to raw data mapping a transfer 
and does not teach mapping constructs. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. Charlet discloses a set of introduce field 
labels [the element names 308 that match the database field names 306] (see [0057]). 
Also, Charlet is related to mapping XML element names 308 to database field names 
306, which is considered to represent modifying the names. According to page 3, lines 
21-23 of Applicants' specification, introduced field labels can be utilized during the 
mapping process to modify existing names. 

The applicant continues to argue the following: Whereas in the claimed subject 
matter, additionally, structural mismatch when transforming between named and 
anonymous constructs of different domains is addressed. The schema bank which is 
utilized to store mediating schema can be employed to generate an intermediate 
structure when serializing and/or deserializing constructs. The set(s) of introduce or 
suppress labels and a mediating schema that is utilized to transform a first construct to 
a second construct. 
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The examiner points out that the scope of the claim limitations is much broader 
than what is stated in the arguments. The claimed invention comprises at least one of a 
set of suppress field labels, a set of introduce field labels and a mediating schema that 
is utilized to transform a first construct into the second construct; and a component that 
utilizes a mapping to transform the first construct to the second construct. As cited 
above, Charlet discloses the claimed limitations of a set of introduce field labels to 
transform a first construct to a second construct; and a component that utilizes a 
mapping to transform a the first construct to the second construct. 

19. Regarding the rejections of claims 7-8, 10 and 20, as cited above, Charlet 
discloses all claim limitations of claims 1 and 18. Therefore, the rejections of claims 7- 
8, 10 and 20 as being unpatentable over Charlet et al in view of Dorsett, Jr. have been 
maintained. 

20. Regarding the rejections of claims 1 1 and 23, as cited above, Charlet discloses 
all claim limitations of claims 1 and 18. Therefore, the rejections of claims 1 1 and 23 as 
being unpatentable over Charlet et al in view of Russell et al have been maintained. 

21 . Regarding the rejections of claims 9, 17, 24, 25, 27 and 28, as cited above, 
Charlet discloses all claim limitations of claims 1,13 and 18. Therefore, the rejections 
of claims 9, 17, 24, 25, 27 and 28 as being unpatentable over Charlet et al in view of 
Meltzer et al have been maintained. 
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Conclusion 

22. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• US PGPub 2005/01 14394 titled "Mapping XML Schema Components to 
Qualified Java Components" to Kaipa et al 

23. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Contact Information 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kimberly Lovel whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
2750. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on (571) 272-7079. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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